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The study analyzes the Light Division in the areas of doctrine,

trainin&, organization, and equipment and among the conclusions drawn are
-the following:, light' force doctrine for employment of the covering force
and reserves requires revision; a Light Force National Training Center is
needed; a scarcity of engineers and engineer equipment will degrade
defensive preparations; there is an urgent need for shoulder fired anti-tank
and breaching weapons suited to employment in confined areas.

The study coucludes' that although the Light Infantry Division suffers
some shortcomings it is capable of conducting-a successful i.IOUT defense in
Europe, and that the nature of urban terrain actually helps to mitigate some
deficiencies, as in the areas of ADA and armored transport. In conclusion,
urban terrain is judged to be an environment where the Ligh Infantry
Division can achieve success with less corps augmentation than is required
in most other scenarios.
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ABSTRACT

LIGHT INFANTRY IN THE DEFENSE OF URBAN EUROPE, by Major Lloyd W. Sherfey, USA,
', 49 pages.

"'kThis monograph assesses whether the Light Infantry Division, in its
current configuration, can conduct successful defensive %1COUT operations
against Soviet forces in Europe. The study first outlines the demographic
trends in ,lestern iurope and the documented light infantry missions waich make
MOUT operations inevitable in a future conflict. As background material an
overview of Soviet offensive [OUT doctrine and capabilities is provided,
followed by a review of U.S. defensive .'OUT doctrine and experience. Lastly,
four recent .iid Ile East battles involving AOLIT operations are revieweu:
Jerusalem (1967), Suez City (1973), Khorramshanr (1930), and Beirut (1982).

The study analyzes the Light Division in tne areas of doctrine, trainin.,
organization, and equipment and among the conclusions drawn are the followin;:
lignt force doctrine for employment of tne coverin. force and reserves
requires revision; a Light Force 'lational Training Center is needed; a
scarcity of engineers and engineer equip:aent will degrade lefensive
preparations; there is an urgent need for shoulder fired anti-tank and
breacining weapons suited to employment in confined areas.

The study concludes that although the Light Infantry Division suffers
some shortcomings it is capable of conducting a successful AOUT Jefense in
Europe, and that the nature of urban terrain actually helps to mitigate some
deficiencies, as in the areas of AJA and armored transport. In conclusion,
urban terrain is judged to be an environment where the Light Infantry Division
can achieve success with less corps augmentation than is required in :host
other scenarios.
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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

A general scenario for a NATO/Warsaw Pact clash in Western Europe might

portray an intense, maneuver battlefield dominated by tanks and infantry

fighting vehicles. In spite of the politically driven necessity of a forward

defense, current U.S. doctrine emphasizes the use of maneuver and offensive

action whenever possible at both the tactical and operational levels of war.

This study will attempt to address a somewhat less glamorous and much more

neglected aspect of such a future war, Military Operations On Urbanized

Terrain (MOUT); and will do so in the context cf a specific type of unit: The

Light Infantry Division.

FM 90-10, Military Operations on Urbanized Terrain, defines MOUT as those

military actions that are planned and conducted on a terrain complex where

manmade construction influences the tactical options available to the

commander. The manual further states:

urban combat operations may be conducted in
order to capitalize on the strategic or
tactical advantages which possession or
control of a particular urban area giv s or
to deny these advantages to the enemy.

From a purely military viewpoint, the utility of defensive MOUT

operations is well established and FM 90-10 lists five specific uses: 1) to

control avenues of approach; 2) to act as a combat multiplier; 3) to

conceal forces; 4) to retain key transportation centers; and 5) to deny

2strategic/political objectives. John Mahan, in a study assessing past

neglect of MOUT, presents more specific arguments for defensive use of 1iOUT in

Europe, specifically to create a defense in depth similar in concept to that

employed by the Germans during Operation Goodwood in World War II; and to

utilize urban strongpoints as an "anvil" to complement the maneuver of

mechanized forces.3 A final observation, and one especially germane to NATO's E
circumstances is the contention of a recent study (1983) by Litton,
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cities form the core of urban complexes that include small towns and suburbs,

and which present the appearance of a single continuous strip city or urban
9

corridor occupying a vast area. Currently such conurbations in the FRG

include Rhein-Ruhr, Rhein-Main, Hamburg, Stuttgart, Rhein-Neckar, "|unich,
10

Hanover, Nuremburg, Bremen, and Saarbrucken-Volkeingen. Of these, the

Rhein-Ruhr, which extends west to Aachen and south to Bonn, contains 12.5

million people and 13,000 square kilometers; while the Rhein-Main complex

includes Frankfurt, Darmstadt, Mainz, Mannheim, and Karlsruhe with five
11

million people and 7,000 square kilometers. As a final example, it is

estimated that by the end of the 1980's, the Rhein-Ruhr will merge with the

Dutch Randstadt to form a continuous urban barrier 300 kilometers long (See

Hap A).

Tactically and operationally, the implications of this urbanization are

profound. It is estimated that an American brigade on the inter-German border

will normally have sixty percent of its sector composed of forest or urban

area. 12  From the opposite perspective, it is estimated that an attacking

Soviet division will have to contend with ten to fifteen built up areas at any
13

given time. Whereas forty percent of the combat operations involving Allied

Forces during World War II involved MOUT, one estimate places the percentage
14

for a future war at sixty percent. Additionally, MOUT operations in Europe

will encompass a vast variety of terrain to include old inner city, block

construction, dispersed residential, high rise, and industrial-transportation

areas. Indeed, one factor which tends to make MOUT one of the greatest

challenges to a unit commander is the variation in urban terrain which can

occur in a relatively compact area.

While current Soviet doctrine emphasizes speed and the bypass/isolation

of urban areas whenever possible, the Soviets have apparently accepted the

3



fact that MOUT operations in a future war will be unavoidable. They currently

devote a substantial amount of training time to MOUT and have published a

multitude of articles on the subject.15 To quote one such source:

Under present-day conditions, combat action
in a city will be a frequent occurrence.
There are one or two large cities on an
average for every 200-300 square
kilometres. This means that in the course
of offensive operations troops will have to
fight to seize a city every 40-60
kilometres. As a rule, cities are located
on important axes in regions rich in
natural resources. They play an important
role in the economic and political life of
a country. Consequently, cities will have
great military importance in am future war
the imperialist might unleash.

It is notable that many key objectives for attacking Soviet forces,

especially for the Operational Maneuver Group (OMG) so much under discussion

today, are often in or adjacent to urban areas: airfields, seaports, bridges,

river crossing sites, major road and rail junctions, and logistical storage

areas. When one considers the high density of wheeled vehicles in the Soviet

inventory, control of major road networks are essential to sustaining the

momentum of an attack. Finally there is the possibility that the Soviets

might adopt "city-hugging" techniques in an attempt to preclude NATO use of

nuclear weapons or even certain precision guided and multiple munitions. Even

on relatively open terrain, the dispersal requirements caused by the

Nuclear/PGM threat will be such that some Soviet forces will inevitably be

operating in urban areas. 17

Unfortunately, when one turns from the Soviet perspective to that of

NATO, there appears to be a less realistic attitude toward the prospects of

urban battle. During a recent Rand Corporation Study, a series of interviews

with NATO officials revealed a reluctance to address the possibility of large

4



scale MOUT operations. In some cases this was apparently an aversion to

planning for what, in effect, would be the destruction of their society

("destroying cities to save them"); while in other cases it stemmed from a

perceived lack of military capability. To quote one West German general:

Fighting in urban terrain takes infantry on
foot above all. In highly built-up
terrain, armor and vehicles face special
handicaps through the protection which
buildings and ruins offer to the opposing
infantrist. My troops sit in vehicles, are
trained to fight from vehicles, and their
weapons are specially suited to fighting a
mobile enemy in open country. I don't have
the manpower, the trainini the equipment
suited for city fighting.

To quote another

We are prepared to fight in front of cities
and between cities but if we had to fight
an enemy force1in the Ruhr area the war
would be lost.

To realists, the problems of maintaining a defense forward of all the

large urban areas of the FRG make it impossible to ignore the advantages of

using urban strongpoints to create tactical and operational defense in depth.

One of the leaders in the call for increased consideration of MOUT operations

has been General Franze Uhle-Wettler, who has contended that his army's

obsession with mechanized war has produced a force that is deficient in the

light forces he deems best suited for the defense of urban terrain.
20

Turning from background data to the central subject of this study, the

Army's newly conceived Light Infantry Divisions (LID), it is worthwhile to

note that perhaps no force has generated more controversy since the early

attempts to create mechanized forces. In some instances the Army has been

accused of creating a force without first assessing its proper missions.

Others contend that the LID is too light for Europe and too heavy for low

5



intensity conflict. Its suitability for European employment in the MOUT role

will be the focus of this paper.

As a point of departure, it should be noted that both FM 100-5,

Operations, and FC 71-101, Light Infantry Division Operations, define a MOUT

role for light forces. FM 100-5 states that light infantry can defend

built-up areas in an armor dominated environment.2 1 Similarily, FC 71-101

contends that the light divisions can conduct defensive AOUT operations and

thereby present their parent corps with an economy of force option.22  While

our goal is to analyze the validity of tnese contentions, it should first be

established that the employment of at least a portion of the Army's light

forces, in any future NATO, conflict is inevitable. General (retired) W. Z.

DuPuy, in articulating the need for light infantry, contends that ideally such

forces should be employed 1) against other light forces in any terrain; 2)

against armor in general on "light infantry terrain"; and 3) against the

most modern armor equipped forces only on terrain not physically negotiable by

such armor. He continues, however, with the observation that the world is a

,,23"disorderly place where precise rules can rarely be followed. Lieutenant

Colonel R. B. Killebrew, addressing light infantry and NATO in Ailitary

Review, pictures three scenarios for war in Europe: an unreinforced Soviet

surprise attack; an attack after full mobilization (no surprise); and a

pre-emptive attack following uneven, partial mobilization on both sides.
2 4

Discounting the first two scenarios, the author views the last as most

realistic and contends that in the pre-hostility stage of such a scenario

there is a case for light infantry being chosen for initial reinforcement for

the following reasons: 1) such forces could be partially moved with CRAF

assets, preventing a drain of MAC assets, which could be kept on alert; 2)

it would send a message to the Soviets (and to our allies), but one less

6



provocative than heavy unit deployments; and 3) it would have an additional

deterrent effect by allowing repositioning of armored reserves.2 5 The author

sees such forces as particularly suited for use on the thickly urbanized

German Plain (British and Belgian Sectors), which is one of NATO's most

26
undermanned areas.

While Lieutenant Colonel Killebrew's scenario would result in a very

early employment of ligiht infantry in Europe hostilities, it is unrealistic to

believe, regardless of scenario, that such forces would not be employed at

some point. The Army cannot afford to wit:hold such a substantial portion of

its combat power from a mid to high intensity conflict. Given this premise,

it follows that dotential 'D1JT 'issions of the Lighit i;ifantry ivisions

together with the current demographic character of W'estern Europe will make

defensive :iOUT operations inevitable. in a sense, the reie_'u interest in

JOUT and the coincident light force debates have had a beneficial synergistic

effect, increasing interest in both topics and generating Je'Jate and anal.'sis

long overdue.

The specific question on whic! we will now focus is thlis:

Can the Lignt Infantry L'ivisio conduct
successful defensive :-.Ou'r operations in
.urope without a de.;ree of unit
.1odification which would decrease its
flexibility and conflict with basic
organizational and operational design
firit Itions.

II. THE SOVIET ARi.iY AED :,OUT

As a point of departure, the nature of the Soviet threat will be

reviewed. decause of tueir signiiicant .,uUT" experience in ..orld ,ar 1i, on

both their native soil and tiaat of neighboring countries, the Soviets have

consistently maintainen a greater interest in :,1()'T doctrine than have the j..

and its allies.2 7 Current Soviet .OUT doctrine has its roots in the offensive

7
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techniques ueveloped by the Red Army during the period 1944-45, when the

Soviets possessed the strategic initiative.28  During this period, actions

were driven by the high command's dictum to maintain the speed of the advance,

resulting in massive application of force to maintain momentum. When

possible, leading forces by-passed cities, leaving assaults to the main force
29

should capitulation be rejected. At that point, unless the city had been

overcome by a quick surprise assault, it was surrounded and the key points of

resistance methodically assaulted and reduced. For these operations smaller

units of all service arms were formed into assault groups and detachments

capable of conducting independent but coordinated actions.30  These groups and

detachments contained tanks, artillery, engineers, flamethrower troops, and

even antiaircraft artillery built around a core of infantry. One of their

hallmarks became massive use of artillery in the direct fire role.3 1 While

small groups of tanks were useful as direct fire weapons, the Soviets deemed

massive armor formations to be ineffective. Interestingly this knowledge was

disregarded in the final "race for Berlin" in which some Soviet commanders

stormed the city with massed tank columns. In one week the Second Guards Tank

Army lost sixty-four percent of its tanks, half of them to German infantrymen

armed with individual antiarmor weapons such as the Panzerfaust and

Racketenpanzerbuchse. 32

Current Soviet MOUT doctrine is best viewed as a refinement of the last

war's lessons. As currently written, it is designed to apply mainly to

heavily populated cities and towns, while isolated villages and groups of

buildings are considered strongpoints for reduction by conventional attack.
33

Normally the decision to attack a city will be made at Combined Arms Army

level with two or more divisions being committed to the seizure of a medium to

large city (population 100,000 or greater by Soviet doctrine). As with
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current U.S. doctrine, there are two techniques of attack - hasty and

deliberate.

Whenever possible the Soviets prefer a hasty attack (from the march), a

method designed for tactical surprise and suited for lightly defended areas.

Normally such attacks are initiated by the advance security detachment

battalion. Initially, regimental reconnaissance forces will attempt to draw

fire to determine enemy strength, dispositions, and flanks. The rifle platoon

of the advance party then assaults discovered positions in an effort further

to define the situation.34  Once strongpoints on the edge of the city have

been seized, forces in the form of infantry-tank teams are rapidly passed

through in an attempt to seize key objectives such as bridges or road

junctions. Simultaneously, air assault or ground forces seal off the urban

area to prevent withdrawal. If resistance is very weak the infantry may

remain mounted in the interest of speed; and once key objectives are secured,

pockets of resistance are eliminated by follow-on forces.3 5

Should a hasty attack fail, the city will be surrounded and isolated, and

if capitulation is refused, a deliberate attack will be conducted. The Soviet

standard for deliberate assaults is two battalions per kilometer of frontage,

normally attacking in three waves, with the first wave gaining shallow

objectives, the second passing through, and the third following in reserve.
36

Actual battalion attack frontages will be 400-600 meters and a direction of

advance is used as a control measure. For these operations, battalions are

organized into assault detachments with company assault groups.3 7 Typical

combat organization for a company assault group consists of a motorized rifle

company, one or two tank platoons, antitank guns, an artillery battery (for

direct fire), a combat engineer platoon, and flamethrower or chemical

specialists. These combat elements are normally configured as follows:

9



dl Attack or Seizure Groups (one or muore):
One motorized rifle platoon with tanks.

jCovering or Holding Group: One motorized
rifle platoon with AT guns.

Fire Support Group: Includes direct fire
artillery and flamethrowers.

Combat Engineer Group: Equipped with
mineclearing devices and bangalore
torpedos.

Reserve: One or two rifle squads.
38

During assaults, artillery preparations will be intense but short to

minimize the restricting effects of rubble. Battalion commanders will be

found well forward, 200-300 meters behind assault groups, and strong tank

39
reserves will be found at battalion and regimental level. A high emphasis

is placed on the direct fire role of artillery and current literature

indicates probable use of the BM2l Rocket Launcher in this role as well.
40

Above all, however, infantry is considered the key element. In anticipation

of intense combat, assault troops normally carry two basic loads, extra

41
grenades, and demolitions. Troops assault under artillery fire and smoke,

with supporting fires shifting 150 meters from the objective and the final

assault being conducted with automatic rifles, grenades, and demolitions.

Based on World War II experience, the Soviets expect a unit to suffer seventy

percent losses before being relieved.4 2 Other areas of particular attention

in Soviet MOUT literature are night operations, techniques for crossing water

obstacles in urban areas, and use of psychological operations.
4 3

A final area worthy of note is the Soviet doctrinal treatment of nuclear

weapons and MOUT. Overall there is little detailed elaboration on this theme,

but the following points may be found: 1) The Soviets view nuclear weapons

as best employed in an attack from the march; 2) If they are used,

commanders must bear in mind that the resultant destruction, contamination,

10



and fires will reduce the tempo of the attack; 3) Nuclear fires are best

employed against the edge of the city to aid the breakthrough or on enemy

reserve locations within the urban area.
4 4

Turning from doctrinal and tactical concepts to an examination of the

weapons in a Motorized Rifle Regiment, one finds a well armed, flexible

combined arms force with a high potential for offensive iOUr operations and

whose light weapons include: 1) RPG-16 and RPG-25 Antitank Weapons; 2)

AGS-17 30Umm Automatic Grenade Launchers; 3) RPFI-74 Light iachine Guns; 4)

SA-14 Surface to Air Missiles; 5) RPG-18's (equivalent of U.S. LAW); and 6)

SVD Sniper Rifles. In the heavy weapon category, one finds ZSU-23

antiaircraft guns (capable of direct fire), tanks, and 120mm mortars. BMP

Regiments have an advantage in that their 122mm iowitzers are self-propelled

(superior to towed howitzers for direct fire tactics) and their IFV has both a

73mm gun and a Sagger missile launcher. Additionally, tne 31IP possesses

somewhat better armor than the BTR. BTR equipped regiments have some

compensation in the fact that they have a battery of the versatile SPG-9 73mm

Recoiless Rifles and have a complement of "backpack" Sagger missiles. One

equipment disadvantage of both types of regiments is the lack of a radio for

the dismounted infantry squad.4 5  Other specialized weapons are available and

one that is held in high esteem by the Soviets is the flamethrower. Organized

into companies, flamethrowers will often be found in lead elements entering a

built-up area in the ratio of one company per battalion.46

The final area for examination in analyzing the Soviet 1.10UT threat will

be their efforts at MUT training. Based on training facility expenditure,

one can only conclude that they are far more interested in this area of combat

than are the members of NATO. John Scharfen, in a 1975 study, describes eight

Soviet MOUT facilities in detail, one of which is two kilometers deep.
47

11

-II
-~



Additionally, the Scharfen study references two other facilities described in

Soviet publications, which are reported to be four kilometers deep, two

48
kilometers wide, and capable of nuclear or non-nuclear training. Since

1980, Soviet interest in MOUT has accelerated and a new facility has been

built for Group Soviet Forces Germany (GSFG). The current trend in Soviet

MOUT training appears to consist of an increased effort toward instilling

initiative in soldiers and junior (conscript) NCO's below platoon level, thus

allowing these forces to cope better with the small unit requirements of jiOUT
49

operations. How such training may conflict with their rigid battle drill

doctrine for more conventional offensive operations remains to be seen. It is

clear, however, that the Soviets are devoting a serious effort to both the

tactical and the psychological aspects of urban com bat and are committing

substantial amounts of resources to such training.

III. THE U.S. ARNY LiOUT EXPERIENCE

The U.S. Army's interest in MOUT during the second half of this century

has been at best limited and sporadic. Although the Army did in fact

participate in a number of well known urban battles during World War II --

Palermo, Aachen, Brest, Cherbourg, and lanila to name a few -- they were

exclusively offensive battles and never reached the magnitude of a Stalingrad

or Berlin. Apparently, little thought regarding MOUT doctrine took place in

the brief interlude between World War II and Korea. The major urban combat of

that war (again offensive), the recapture of Seoul, was a striking success in

part because of the scarcity of true building-to-building combat. Seoul was a

relatively open city with wide avenues, parks, and few substantial buildin-s.

This condition, and the fact that the North Korean Army was fighting a

delaying action rather than a determined defense, contributed to a speedy

success.5 0  In retrospect the ease of that victory probably did little to

12

I I I !



1generate serious attention to MOUT in the later part of the Fifties; and it is
worth noting that Seoul today would present military commanders with a

significant MOUT challenge. An easy victory was not the case with America's

major urban action of the Vietnam dar, the battle for Hue (1%6). The fact

that Hue helped generate a degree of renewed interest in ?|OUT in the Seventies

may be due in some measure to the negative impact it had on the U.S. war

effort. Although the city was retaken, the time and effort required paid

substantial strategic dividends to Xortli Vietaam. In twenty-four days of

fighting, three USNC and ten RVN battalions were required to clear the city

(it took two USHiC battalions tihirteen days to clear a section of only seven

blocks).51 Among the shortcomings of U.S. forces in this battle were a lack

of training for urban combat, shortages of special munitions, difficulty in

projecting the dramatic increases in Class V consumption, and refugee control.

Several vintage weapons proved their worth, particularly tne 3.5 inc 3azooka

and 106mm Recoiless Rifle. Finally, Hue reaffirmed the lesson that massive

use of artillery could not neutralize defenders and often enhanced their

fighting positions through the effect of rubble.
52

In December 1971 the Assistant Commandant of the Infantry School directed

the initiation of a study on combat in cities for the purpose of improving

doctrine and training. This study resulted in the 1972 publication of the

three volume Combat in Cities Report. Among other things, the committee

observed taat the Army's relative inexperience in defensive :iOUT operations

had resulted in a heavy reliance on foreign tactics, particularly Ger:man,

oritisn, and Soviet. It furtner noted that this lack of well defined U.S.

defensive doctrine, in combination with extensive Soviet offensive doctrine,

created an unfavorable situation and concluded that "tills situation must be

corrected to prevent a potential enemy from exploiting this doctrinal
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weakness."'5 3 The study directly criticized the Army's current urban combat

manual, FM 31-50, Combat in Built-Up and Fortified Areas, (1964) as lacking

specific guidance in the areas of obstacles, antitank weapons, retrograde

operations, force oriented defense, and reserve employment; and further noted

54
a complete absence of brigade and higher level considerations. This theme

of a shortfall in MOUT doctrine was echoed in the 1976 version of F1 100-5,

Operations which noted that

the whole subject of combat in built-up
areas i 5one in which the Army is not well
versed.

In 1978 a report by the Army Science Board on military operations in

built-up areas also condemned the Army's MOUT doctrine. One outcome of this

report was the publication in 1979 of FM 90-10, Military Operations on

Urbanized Terrain, followed in 1982 by P-1 90-10-1, An Infantryman's Guide to

Urban Combat.5 6 While these manuals represent the Army's most serious

doctrinal effort to date, there are still serious shortcomings. Because of

their time frame of publication, both FM 90-10 and FM 90-10-1 are written from

a heavy force perspective. Furthermore, the current issue of FM 100-5 devotes

less than one page out of two hundred to MOUT; and FC 71-100, Armored and

Mechanized Division and Brigade Operations contains but three generalized

paragraphs. Finally FC 71-101, Light Infantry Division Operations, devotes

only eight out of over four hundred pages to MOUT (four of which cover MIOUT

defense). Conceptual thought "from the field" has hardly been better. As

pointed out in the introduction, the period 1978-1982 saw only thirteen

articles regarding MOUT in the Army's leading professional publications.

The current state of U.S. MOUT doctrine is perhaps best described as

being founded on solid doctrinal principles but in need of expansion and
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further adaptation to the light infantry perspective. FM 90-10 presents vOUT

defensive doctrine in terms of the "Five Funda:entals of the Defense":

1) Understand the Enemy - threat
offensive eO[UT doctrine.

2) See the Battlefield - in AOUT the
advantage to the deiender increases because
of greater restrictions on the attacker's
routes of advance and difficulty in
massing.

3) Concentrate at the Critical Time and
?lace - in a IOUT defense, greater
reliance must be placed on initial
positioning. riere F; 40-10 stresses tiie
need for the defender to maintain a
mobility advantage tnrouii superior
knowledge of the terrain.

4) Fight As A Combined Arms Feam -- iiere
FM 90-10 sees the dominant role in more
open urban terrain (industrial/
transportation areas) as belonging to heavy
forces.

5) Exploit the Advantages of the Defender
-- the ality to shape and reinforce the
terrain.

Further discussion of defensive planning considerations in F 90-13

continues to reveal its mechanized orientation:

Dismounted infantry can contribute to this
defense by occupying battle positions or
strongpoints around which the mobile battle
is fought.

If the retention of a built-up area is
required, the defense may assume the
characteristics of a position defense
organized in d~gth and supported by strong
mobile forces.

At no point is there a discussion of defensive operations exclusively by

light forces.
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I! Current doctrine, like that of the Soviets, envisions a three-dimensional

battle - ground level, above ground (air space and buildings), and below

ground (sewers, subways, etc.). The size of the built-up area is a

significant factor. Villages (less than 3,000) may be suitable as company

size strongpoints; battalions or brigades will often have towns and small

cities (3,000 to 100,000) in their sectors; and divisions or even corps may be

responsible for major urban areas (greater than 100,000).5 9  Frontages of

units are significantly compressed by the nature of urban terrain, with large

urban areas requiring the greatest troop density and smallest sectors. A rule
I

of thumb is to assign a unit one third of its normal frontage, and F-I 90-10-1

provides the guidelines of four to eight blocks frontage for a battalion and

two to three for a company (an average city block has a frontage of about 175
60

meters). Companies may defend either by battle positions or sectors and

reserves are relatively small: one or two platoons at battalion level. Tanks

may be used in either battle positions or as reserves, but in either case

require infantry support. With regard to artillery the direct fire role is
61

mentioned but little emphasis is placed on it.

Both FM 90-10 and 90-10-i present the ,OUT battlefield in terms of the

three basic areas of the defense: the covering force area, main battle area,

and rear area. The covering force area (CFA) is envisioned as being forward

of the actual urban area and has the normal covering force missions of

delaying the enemy, forcing deployment, and masking the location of the main

defense (missions best suited to a mechanized force). Also stressed is the

need for additional engineer support in the CFA. The main battle area (IBA)

is envisioned as having antiarmor defenses on the edges of the city and the

main defenses deployed in depth (note: a dilemma for the defender is that

while city edges have the best fields of fire they are also easily targeted



and seldom have substantial buildings -- for cover and protection -- as are

found deeper in the urban area); and emphasis is placed on destroying threat

vehicles as soon as they are in range. The small, infantry heavy

counterattack forces are normally attached to the unit in which the

62

counterattack takes place. Rear area operations, in principle, are the same

as for a normal defense. Movement may, however, be restricted and the

inability rapidly to move reserves (and their small size) places greater

emphasis on CSS internal security and self-defense.63  Finally, like the

Soviets, U.S. doctrinal literature realizes that urban combat will place a

premium on the initiative, skill, and daring of small unit leaders.

Regardless of the adequacy of doctrine, it is all but useless without

sufficient force training. In this regard the Army's efforts must be deemed

modest at best. A 1983 study by the U.S. Army Research Institute on formal

MOUT training at the U.S. Army Infantry School revealed the following periods

of instruction devoted to the subject:

1) One Station Unit Training (Infantry) 14 hours
2) Advanced NCO Course (ANCOC) 11 hours
3) Infantry Officer Basic Course (IOBC) 11 hours
4) Infantry Officer Advance Course (IOAC) 13 hours64
5) Infantry Pre-Command Course (IPPC) 3 hours

In general the study group identified a need for increased detail in

instruction, a point borne out by responses to questionnaires sent to IOAC

graduates in the field. An additional shortcoming identified was an absence

of any Soldier's lanual l1OUT tasks and, hence, an absence of SQT tasks related

to MOUT. 66 (Note: A limited number of MOUT tasks have since been

incorporated into the Army's Soldier's Manuals.)

In examining the status of unit training in the field, the study group

concluded that no unit in the Army was adequately trained for defending a

large European city with the exception of the Berlin Brigade.6 7 While the
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, group observed limited training by other U.S. Army, Europe, units at both the

ierlin and Hammelburg (West German Army) facilities, it concluued tnat u.S.

training efforts were inferior to those of British and West German units.
° °

Currently, it appears that increased attention is being given to .iOJUT in 'ONbS

and in the past few years new facilities have been completed at Fort Denning,

Georgia, and Fort Bragg, North Carolina. Facilities exist at Fort Ca!ipbell,

Kentucky; Fort Lewis, Washington; and Fort Ord, California as well, but in all

cases they permit company size training at best and in no way apiproach the

size of Soviet facilities. 'While expense realistically prohibits larger

facilities at individual installations, tne Ar.ny wcould probably "-e well served

by exploring games and simulations to familiarize battalion and higher staffs

with the problemrs of FOUT. ?urther 7ore, consi'eratiori snould be given to

adding MOUT material to CGSC instruction and tactical exercises.

IV. THE iI:IDDLE EAST: )iBU LESSOnS OR VALIDATION koF JLD OE?

A review and analysis of recent combat involving 'i-T operations in the

!*iddle Zast is particularly 4ermane as it provides cises in which reiatively

light and immobile defenders have opposed more heavily mecianized attackers;

and also as it provides the only instances of ,mOUT actions in wiic: ;.S. !id

Soviet weapons have been employed against each other. Four battles will be

reviewed in chronological order: Jerusalei (19u7), Suez City (173),

.orramshahr (1980), and Beruit (1982).

The first battle to be examined will be the battle for Jerusalem (June

1967). Tue portion of Jerusalem under Arab occupation consisted of th Jld

City, lying atop a plateau and containing a maze of narrow streets,

cul-de-sacs, vaults, caves, and tunnels; as well as an outer, nodern urbin

drea. Stone construction was widespread in both sections. Along the

Arab-lbraeli dividing line tile jordanians had built a systeLm of bunker3 and
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trenches; whiile the Israeli defense approach had been to erect housing

projects whose buildings were reinforced and designed to serve as fortresses

if necessary. 
6 9

The actual Israeli decision to seize the Arab portion of Jerusalem was

driven by three factors: rapid success on the southern front; a desire to

protect Israeli Jerusalem from any Arab counteroffensive; and Jordan's active

70entry into the war. Israeli forces consisted of the Jerusalem Brigade

(seven infantry battalions and one tank battalion); tihe Harel .krmored Jrisade

(two infantry battalions on half-tracks and one tank battalion); and the "Q"

?aratroop 3rigade (tnree battalions). iost of the Jerusaleu hrigade were

reservists and residents of the city with intimate knowzled,e of tue terrain.

Jordanian forces consisted primarily of the 5,;JC-oan 27th Infantry brigade

(three infantry battalions, one artillery regiment, and one engineer company).

While elements of three other hriades were ,iesi/ nated LO lend support, they

were not under the 27th Brigade's control.
7 1

An examination of tactical concepts indicates taat te Jordanian Army lad

no doctrinal precepts for urban combat. Defensive preparation in the form of

obstacles and building reinforcenent were :.inimal and supplies were not

stockpiled. It appears that a point defense on the approaches to the city was

intended and tte commander's general concept seems to .ave iruciudLd a dusire

to inflict maximum casualties on forces crossing the separating zone, a

realization that buildings wit.iin the city could be defended more 2conoiic3lly

than those on the edge, and little regard for the utility of tanks or APC's in

* 72
;iOUT. Israeli doctrine for built-up areas emphasized forces built around

tanks and supported by infantry aad en~ineers. Night was considered tae

optimum time to seize initial footholds on the outskirts of a city, followed

by quick penetrations to seize key crossroads and buildings. The Israeli
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concept in Jerusalem envisioned usin thle ?aratrooup znrigide to na;!e tne :,ain

offensive against Jordanian Jerusalem while the other two brigades seized

urban approaches anc controlling terrain. , Iac artroo battalion was

73
allocated one tank company.

The Israeli assault began at 2:20 am, conducted by the paratroops with

tanks in supporting fire positions. 'ieavy casualties were suffered in

breaching the initial defensive lines and at daylight the tanks moved forward

to assist in tie iouse-to-tiouse co:nbt ..iti, direct fire. K'isewnere, efforts

against Augusta Victoria Ridge (part of the outer urban area) were driven ac:

wiea the armor aad infntry bLCa:he supria/:teu; inld to Lie .out. ,or:ion of

Jerusalem 3rigade suffered heavy casualties in iouse-to-house combat. Sy tie

end of the day, Jordanian forces *iad witndriwn iato tue IJ, ,Jity. i'ie

following day was somewhat anticlimatic when tie Jordanians abandoned Augusta

Victoria Ridge and elected to withdraw rather tnan fiqht in te Old City.

In examining the lessons of t;Iis battle, it is significant t.iat tiie

Israelis suffered their heaviest casualties of tihe 1967 war in Jerusalem in

spite of tae fact t:iat tae dweiiner ere ill prepared. Consikioering te

restrictive nature of the city streets, an adequate obstacle2 plan might hawe

proven decisive. .,verail, tne inraeii ticcic of usin ta::s an; AC's/.

tracks in teams proved effective and most losses occurred whien the ele!:.e,,nts

became separated. contiiuous projle. .;as tLi-t I- j, ar 5ins reiccuO,, ia

buildings after they were cleared. Air strikes were of little tactical value

and the moderate effects of israeli .artiiierv wiere Jro aA: , r-.2 It 0.

detailed knowledge of the tar-et area. It should be noted, however, tilat

tiroui,nout tne battle uotii sides were constrained by tne desire to jvoid uniue

damage to the Old City. 7 5  r'he only innovative weapons e.Liployed by the

israelis were a special denolitioni char e for penetritiig stone buildins anki
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a catapult device for projecting explosive charges over short ranges. Lastly

Israeli decentralized command and control, which allowed local commanders the

ability to modify plans and exercise their initiative, must be considered a

76
key to overall success. While Jerusalem was unquestionably an Israeli

victory, it is a striking example of a relatively heavy force suffering high

casualties against a light infantry urban defense. Had the defending

Jordanian forces adequately prepared the battlefield and made provision for

effective command and control, the outcome might have been far different.

The battle of Suez City in 1973 is of even more interest in that it has

been cited by the Army Chief of Staff as:

an example of light infantry conducting
successful military operations on urbanized
terrain7 gainst armored and mechanized
forces.

The battle for Suez City occurred during the closing days of the 1973

iiddle East Var, due to a combination of tactical, strategic, and political

factors: tactically, it controlled the Egyptian Third Army's line of

conunication; strategically, it controlled the entrance to the Suez Canal;

and politically, its seizure would firmly establish Israel's claim to control

of the area in tne eyes of soon-to-arrive "inited Nations observers (wno were

tasked to implement the forthcoming ceasefire and mark the zones of control

for eacn army).

Although Suez was originally a city of a quarter million people, many of

its inhabitants had fled during the artillery duels which folLowed the 1u67

War. Of the remainder, two thirds were evacuated in 1972 when defensive

preparations began. 7 8 The majority of buildings in Suez were two and three

story residences of mud and stucco, while some government and business

buildings were reinforced concrete. Additionally there were numbers of six to
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eight story apartment buildings, also of reinforced concrete. narrow alleys

(in aany places soldiers could leap from roof to roof), flat roofs, and apjer

story porches were widespread characteristics of the area. chile there were

few ..ain streets, tnose tnat existed were 'Wide and straignt enougn to permit

ATGM employment.7 9

Israeli forces committed to the capture of Suez consisted of two armored

brigades less organic infantry, two paratroop iattalions (::iounted on truci.s,

buses, APC's, and half-tracks), one mechanized recon battalion, one tank

company, and a reduced arijored iniantry Jattalion. Veiiicle totals 1,'ere lej

tanks, sixty APC's, and forty-two nalf-tracks. Opposing Egyptian forces

counted elenents oi the 19th Infantry Division, the e,,uivalent of two

mecnanized battalions from the 4th and 6th Divisions, a co:-nnando battalion,

and an armored brigade (on tae tast bank). Greet reliance was ?iaced on t:;,e

city's 2,000 man militia who had been issued weapons and had begun training

one xonth in advance. 8
1

thile the Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) possessed a general .ioUT doctrine,

a serious divergence iad developed ia tnat t.,e ariored rorces iad essentially

created a doctrine of their own. This armored doctrine called for ::echanized

and arnored force3 to y-pass alu t.ien eacircle cities, foiloed )y a tactic

called BUZZ -- the creation of shock by rapid armor thrusts. Armored columns

with tanks ind AC's were to ,;ove o piriliel streets, tirin; an L aLw iOVe, 'O

seize key objectives and inflict heavy losses on tie enemy. Coluims would

toen fan out to deal with pockets of resistanc_. T]his problem 9f dual

doctrine would surface in Suez with the armor driving ahead and tne paratroops

dismounting (in accordance with standard IDF doctrine).

Unlike the defenders in tile L,,7 battle 1or Jerusalem, those of Suez were

well prepared. The Egyptian commander had devised a four stage plan
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consisting of a perimeter of outer trenches, an area defense of the city, a

point defense of key facilities, and a group of reserves. ,inor routes were

blocked with mines and rubble in advance; major roads were prepared for

denolition; conand posts were in hardened positions; and supplies inad been

atockpiled. Kill zones were designated on principal streets. Generally, the

Egyptians did not consider tanks useful for AOUT defense but did station a few

on the perimeter, while two battalions guarded the canal bridge. Saggers and

iiPG's were sited on the main streets and troops were trained to fire only

85
after the Israelis were in the kill 

zone.

The L F attack began on 24 Octoder witn preplanned artillery and air

strikes being restricted due to misty conditions. The main attack was made by

the 217th Armored !Trigade which assaulted in a coluon toriation cofflpose!d of in

armored battalion of tanks and Zeldas (APC's with multiple machineguns)

followed by two paratroop battalions and a scout coaipany. As tac column sped

forward, it extended over 2.5 kilometers; and gaps had developed between

elements by the time tne leading armor battalion reached Arua'in junction, an

Israeli objective and also an Egyptian kill zone. When Israeli forces entered

the junction a hail of A,-h, 1-16, ZSU-23, and auto7latic weaio fire killed

virtually every tank commander and disabled a number of vehicles. Other

vehicles, attempting to escaoe became trapped on narrow side streets. 1-he

survivors finally regrouped and advanced to their final objective where they

were igain stalled by fire. :ieanwaiile, thie piratroops ii-d followed t.i1ir own

'iOUT doctrine, dismounting when the armor made contact to their front.
;-inaily persuaded to r,.-nount by the ori-ae's deputy -nitio

drove into the Arba'in kill zone, were ambushed, and were forced to dis'nount

again. Additional Egyptian actions separated and dinned down the second

paratroop battalion and drove back the recon company at t:he edge of tiie
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'Ibuilt-up area. Although reinforced by elements of tiie 460th Brigade, the
attack remained stalled. As thre .1dF cleared buildin;s, the Ug-yptins quickly

occupied others and continued to destroy stalled vehicles with Sa-gers, ioa

grenades, and ',iolutov cocktails. Thie IDEF armor was finally aile to withdraw

at dusk and the ?aratroopers exfiltrated that night; admitted losses for the

entire operation were thirty-eight armored vehicles.
385

In analyzing the battle 3t Suez, the k~ey factor iust be seen As t-Ie

excellence of Egyptian preparations in tire form of rubble, obstacles, and kill

zones, supplemented oy excellent fire djrii~ilia. iius sr~ill.Lul )r !i)3raLion

was further complemented by the liasty INE attack formation which did not

inte-rate t. e armor and inia:ntry forces. 'file ;yi'IbiliL)y to Shlift

forces and constantly reoccupy cleared buildings contributed to keeping tie

attackers off balance and stilled. Althou;-n tiie Lur -,ossessed -air suri;rioritv

neither air strikes nor artillery proved capable of denying use of rubble or

structures (once etigagqed in close combat, IDF commanders weeafraid to Use

GAS). Complemented by obstacles to stall movement, ATCG>I's, RPG's, .Iolotov

coc~ctails, ind iusa.i orenades (magnetic .,renades) all proveu eitective in tr'

hands of determined light forces; and a particularly devastating weapon was

the ZS'J--',*3 in the direct fire role. riinaly, t,10 -.zv:Li-l1 ::tt,,oti o'e.::tre:!,eiv

decentralized command and control, with actions fought jy localizc±d forces and

sortie use ..ade of runners and teboj1p~r;t ."'Ive iu en l W'4 SciLQ L

the tactical situation. 8

Turning to the ongoing Iran-Iraq war, the battle fior :,norrainsiiahr

(Eepteraber O ctober ld)re-arese.nts c Ine Lir est tct ion t,) Jat.2. t' is

of particular interest to this study because Of tue g;reat iisparity *oetween

attacker and defender in both nu.-JbL'rs and equiprient. .Thila- rnurrimsiiair

itself contained only limited military objectives, it was the principal cit;
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on tne road to Abadan and Iraq perceived a need to secure it. Of :rearer

importance was the fact that international expectation was that Iraq would

quickly seize tine city; and dremature Iraqi announcement tnat Lae city nad

been captured made it an objective of political necessity for Iraq. Iran,

conversely, saw the war as a long term struggle. Confident that iraq could

never occupy a major part of iier territory, she was prepared to lose

Korramshanr but also viewed tne city as :a opportunity to inflict heavy

attrition on the Iraqi forces.3 7

In September 1930, Khorramshahr, the lar-est coum.ercial port in Iran, had

a population of 175,00U, aithough -qost residents were evacuated before the

battle. Split by a river, the city's construction reflected World War II and

dost war growtn. ht'hile older sections of the city were ,narei by narrow

streets, those in newer quarters were wide and straight. Iraqi units

committed to the battle totaled over a division and, bein, equipued on current

Soviet lines, were armor heavy at the expense of infantry. Iranian defenders

numbered 3,000 and consisted primarily of Pasdaran (Revolutionary Cuards)

supplemented by other militias, police, army trainees, and a few regular
troops. he Iraqi forces, although trained on Soviet doctrine, adpear to nave

alad little in the way of a coherent >iOUT plan. Driven by a desire to avoid

casualties, thiey apparently hoped to attrit deenders by massive use of

artillery before entering built-up areas. The Iranians apparently had no

defe~isive plan whatsoever. ilost regular ar:.y troops had been %-ita-drawn and

the ?asdaran remained primarily from a sense of martyrdom. Some trenches were

dug but sniper and ambush positions predomninated. 9

Iraqi shelling of Khorramshahr began on 26 september; on te 2dth troovs

reached the outskirts of the city where they immediately encountered numerous

a::busaes. In the following days thie Iralis .,ade penetrations vitn ar:,iored
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thrusts and the ieuw Iranian regular army troops available .jade limited

counterattacks. On 6 October, a massive attack was launched which resulted in

widespread close combat. Althouga their weapons at this point were )ri7:arily

RPG-7's, some AT guns, and light weapons, the Pasdaran resistance was fierce.

by mid-month the Iraqis completely encircled the city tftrodgii a river crossing

to the north but required from 16 to 24 October to gain full control of the

city. 90  Iraqi casualties are estimated at 1,000-5,000 killed and 3,000-4,000

wounded.

In examining lessons learned, it is significant that massive use of

artillery was incap;able of raducing resistance by a significant 'ie ;ree, ads

were armored thrusts. hile the defenders had some armor, small arms,

"iiolotov Cocktail" style ;renaues, :naciine ;uas, nad .:'Gs .roved to be the

significant factors in slowing the Iraqi offensive. Although Iran had local

air superiority, te nature o)f , JUJ'T and tuie existence of more lucrative

targets elsewhere limited its employment. Iraqi tanks when not supported by

infantry proved extre: iely vulnerable to sniping anid a'inbush, L:ie )rinci)al

tactics of the Iranians.9 1 Lastly, Iraqi command and control was clearly

deficient. Iranian co.mand and control .4as also extre.:nely poor out tke

small-unit-action character of kiOUT kept this from being a definitive factor.

Although it was not tiieir oriinui inLnt, .lnorrlimshanr :liti iat'ly

allowed the Iranians to redeploy and reinforce more critical sectors and

prevented any 3e::ibldnce of a quick Iraqi victory. It is perx2Ds one if tne

best examples to date of an outnumbered, lightly armed force achieving

operational and dossibly straL2';ic results tihrou.;h dZensLve .;ot:i actions.

The last Middle East example of .IOUT combat is the Israeli siege of

.eirut, 1 July - 22 August lI-2. Tie i invadei 'Le!,inon in June ivJ'2, eitaur

to push back the PLO from her borders or to eliminate them completely (a
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11question oi intent still uaresoive'd). Followin.;, operoitions in southiern

Lebanon against the PLO and in the Bekaa Valley against Syria, the majority of

tiie PLO were isolated in ',fest d,,irut; and lsra2-i pa-rcteivei Jui oiportunity Jfor

complete elimination of a recurring threat. 92

jeirut is the largest city in Lebanon wi;.i~ a population 0C1r imro.XiOO ~eiy

one million. Its older structures consist of four to five story sandstone

buildings reflecting th. French iuifluence, Ti :ie.4 ire~is cutiiin reiniorc~a

concrete high-rises of the post W~orld 'War !I American style. - est E--eirut,

wtiere the action occurreu, is ai dreliominantly .isirar.-3, notad inu .,irt for

its numerous (over thirty) high-rise tourist hotels. 93

o4hen plannin%, tiiis final op.,ration a-ains:t the c tL', ti- I re.allzed taat

it had neith'er tiie training nor equipment for a major iUT operation. Equally

in~portant was tae reaiization that jos--hueca.i.,at -.oulJ drouuca±

unacceptable levels of .iilitary and civilian casualties. As a result, the IL W

essentially adoptea a siege strategy: the ?L; enciuave was isolated on 6oth

land and sea; powier and w:ater were cut off (later restored because of U.S.

pressure); andj a wassive join iard~ent wai iiuitiateu to recouce tiie 2LCj

positions. Wv4hile the intense artillery fire severely da;.aed 21LO camps, it'

04,
merely enhanced their defensive stron-points withi additional rubble. On 4

Au'ust tiie !i'J lnunc~ieii a t.iree ixis attacik (:ie la3rALst oi. 1-ne i 2)djnt

tuie PLO headquarters in Fakhani district. L:orces attacking, f ro.o tae northeast

were .alted i-ut a)rogr !ss aas *aiade in Lae s:outoi, and dvtii-, e:d A L-.t aJv

forces were closing in on the last thiree PLO camps. That day's close coinrat

proved to ae tn2 !DF'6 costliest oi Lhe war. In tlie (-i'IS tnat folle):CA, lin-?S

remained static as the U.S. attempted to .iegotiate 3 cease fire, -,hiich was

formnally declared on 12 .'-u-,usr. On 21 Au.,ust *1ited aOtb-)is czeu1

elements arrived, and on 22 August the PLO be-3an to evacuate. '.Iile 3 cleair
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victory for Israel, the action in West Beirut resulted in 36 killed in action

and 750 wounded (sixty-one percent of wiio i were in tie rank of Sergeant

through iajor). Furthermore, the cost of the operation equated to one and one

95
half months of Israel's gross national product.

Although the ID approaca was somewhat unique (as was tsie political

situation), this battle, like Korramshahr, demonstrates the tactical

advantages that a .':OUri defense can confer on even li tly armei 'nd ill

organized defenders. The PLO, lacking a well defined chain of co uand, used

multiple positions, usually of six men or less. .e:v' Use was ,nae o. iles,

obstacles, tunnels, and trenches. Additionally, the lon- presence of the "L,,

L16in Beirut had allowed the stockpiling of supplies. iiile formal training

was lacking, jxperience in the 1975 civil %. ar wnis clearly oL rn2aL en:it.

?LO weapons included the ,PG-7, LAW, and recoiless rifles for li,:it .nti-armor

, defense and AT-3 Saggers and 'ILA.,,s for use a.;Jinst .;ain D'tLLI 3uI.:s.

Significantly, it has been reported that the current generation Aerkava tank

with its state-oi-tae-art armor suffered no crew ills a uoi ;OiLo j- j

considered in Section V). Finally, while the IDF's reduction-by-fire 3pproac.1

retduced the role of snipers, fifty-five .ercent of i'. c.:sualtie3 4er-, t:ie

9?result of small arms fire. From the IDF perspective, body armor .-as

perceived as a significant casualty reducer. 5ot.i artilleryr and 'ulcan

anti-aircraft -uns were used in a direct 1ire role and the .iaveric: nissile

proved a valuable precision Cuedeci ::'uition (is.:) -or te sur ic)l .escruzti)!

of selected targets. 98 Notably, the IDF suffered a significant increase in

psycitulo;ical casualties even thougta close comnxat was iiDt av iuctriaal

standards.9 9  In conclusion, 3eirut again demonstrated the ability of lig'ut

forces to delay an attacker possessing superior nuabers, Yeavy wetjons, and

air superiority. Although tae ID could certainly have taken N est B eirut

2
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without the truce and evacuation, casualty levels would ,JroLauly :lve been

politically unacceptable.

V. EVALUATION: THE LIGHT i:,FANTRY DIVISION AND :*AOT I
iased on previous discussions oj Soviet and U.S. doctri.ie, s .ell as

examples of recent urban combat in the :iiddle Aast, the capability of the

Light Infantry Division to conduct uiefensive i0JUT operations in a .2rolean

scenario will now be examined. Areas of analysis will include doctrine,

training, unit organization, and e iuipmnent. As a point of departure, it ..iuzt

be remembered that one of the Light Division's greatest attributes is its

relative ease of deployment: 5U( C-141.2 sortis, comwpared to over ",0j()

C-141-3 sorties (and C-5 sorties as well) for a aeavy division. A second

equally important charcteristic is its adnrutability to a wiule siectrum of

missions. Wlile this section will oaake li.::ited recommendations that could

improve the defensive ,.uUT capability of the Lidiht ivision, no chan ;es that

would affect tihe unit's deployability posture or versatility will be

considered in inst:ering the basic research question.

Doctrine/Tactics

hile U.S. defensive :.OUT doctrine is essentially sound, tne Army's two

principal reierences, FIi ;0-1U and F., >.-l -1, were botn ;ritteri ;rior to t:ne

advent of the Light Infantry Division. As a result, certain portions require

refinemnent to c'iaci-e witn thie LigiL ILiviJn', ca01ilitiJ.S in .u taree

areas of the battlefield.

a) With regard to the Covering 'orce Area (CFA), current 'Joctriae

envi.;ions a li_,itly mobile force establisied well forward jL the .hain natle

area, utiiizing natural cover as well as outer villages and stri-, areas; and

complemented ;y large amounts of e nineer Ind artillery supi)ort (boto of wiacni
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101 .
are rather austere in the Light Division). uiven its limited moability

assets, tae Light vivision 's CFA effort -dill be ,re-,tl, reduced. :hnilo a

limited CFA action can be fougiit with ! attalion Scout/TOW elements ani the CMV

squadron (two air ai( one 4round t-roops) * tiit .:aaior >,ruu I elenents (t.le

infantry battalions) arc too immobile to conduct d fluid '2FA battle against a

Soviet force. Airmobile assets are an o;ptio:1, out a ciianie in 'Jdejr or loss

of local air superiority could invite decisive en-agement. Additionally,

while the bivision 's U1A action may delay and Zurce tae ~iJOJftoi some

Soviet forces, it is unlikely that it can deceive toe Soviets as to tne true

iTlocation if tiley are approacni1 5 a .,-ar rn3ra.2 evtiedaol

deception as a combat multiplier Zor lig,.it forces, particularly in ',IUT

operations, is a topic ret~uirioi-' %l-ore staui. L-Uc2-iIy, tie- t-2 ee:its will

strip away thie Soviet reconladvanc3- guard elements without revealing positions

and two ideal assets are C~opperhead arid .illr. JaiocturIately, taeC Lilnt

Divisions do not currently possess ground laser desidnators.

b. Turning to the M ain 3attl.e Area (i),a seconu co~icejt in need of

refinement is the use of the counterattack. Soviet and German 'orld ',ar II

experiences continually reaifirmed the need to latincii counts2rattac-s as

rapidly as possible to restore positions, even if it meant jdiece::eal use (tne

ffirst thirty minutes were considered critical). Uf27.S. doctrine does not

lend sufficient emphasis in this area, in vie,.. oi Lie2 Li ;dt bivision's lacic

of mobility and armored protection, the use of numerous reserves of small size

'iud :)osi~iofld -well forward will i'e nOe~av ver ill, thie Li nt J)ivisiun 's

lush density of dismounted combat troops make it well suited to a .1OUT .I::A

action . S.'ortcumin-s that do e :ist i!i OU adiressed in t-ie -Ireas of

or-anization and equipment.
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c. 'iaally, regarding the -'ear Area it nas been :aotdtalite

availability of reserves will place increased emphasis on self-defense by C.3S

uniits, a task facilitate2d by the coipact size of Li:it Livis3ion 1Sunits ind

their individual soldier skills.

Trainincz

It is in the area of training that the Light Division possesses the

greact2st internal capability for eiclc;its dCC uLeatia1. I'rr ,nt te

indicate that the Army's li-ht forces are devotin,) tne most attention to this

zubject but iurtaer progress is necee. 2er.iaps Liic! r,at~st constraint

beyond the Light Division's control is the cost of truly adequate 1IOUT

training tacilities, a.nd in tais re:.;ard r-ie onulu ignt Zorca ..ational

Training Center (LFNTC) initiative is of critical importance. yae :"iOUT

,nrtiori of tie i r';CC (as envisionedi in a 1-;o4 stuuy) will, for L:1e ArSt ti.-.e,

allow units to conduct Battalion Level lOUT force-on-force i~ILLS 2xercises.

Two other facilities %ill Per.Alt Alatoon level live fire es ercises (LJotn

assault and defense); two :nock industrial facilities are planned; and

additional )uil-.in-s %.A'll be locat-2d t.-rou-h~ut the reiuinzder f- tLi,

Lraining area to simulate population density. lU3

.,as,!d upon the eneral iaature of coiuiiat in urh-an are as andi )at

Aistorical analysis, the followin-g areas are recoimmende6 for increased

trainiag emnoiiasis:

a) Soviet Tactics: Leaders at all levels miust be familiar %witn Soviet

t-ictical concept~s f~or auoth aisty .ind deii~erAe atzac zs, aJS Weil aS D Viet

task organizations. Given the Soviet preference for hasty attack s, defenders

snould place m-.ajor 'kill zona!s well withLin tne urban area3 (as all Suez) and

attempt to draw in forces without their reconfiguring to assault groups.



b) ferrain Analysis: Staffs and higher level commanders must be able

adequately to analyze the urbanized battlefield; snali unit leaders ;Iu;t be

adept at analyzing building structures to select the best possible defensive

positions. Tiiis comple- area reqguires spxcial enpiaais oy suiportin

intelligence units and personnel.

c) eapons Application: Soldiers at all levels must understand the

effects wtiich taeir weapon will produce in urban combat (penetration,

breaching effects, backblast, etc.).

d) Psychological Stress: Leaders m!ust attempt to prepare soldiers for

tne ,svc!1ological stres.ses uniue to close cuarters urban consat (e. .,

subterranean operations in sewers and subways; isolation in strongpoints; face

to f ace coubat; and invoive:enri 'y indi _2:ous civili:in )12rsonel in combat

activities).

e) engineer Skills: The shortage of engineers will require infantrymen

to be proficient in tae use of deinolitions (for rubblian an,- breacihiny),

.iines, and obstacles. As previously illustrated such preparations were the

key to 'i2yptian success at Suez, waile a lac. of prei)ritio: contribuL_ d to

the Jordanian defeat in Jerusalem.

f) Snipers: Snipers were a great force :multiplier in Hue,

Knorra'ishanr, nd neirut. SoUe arine uaits in Lue attributed a ;UCI J s

fifty percent of their casualties to snipers.104

g) use of Soviet Thquipment: Tiie close nature of .Oui co:.bint .iean; that

quantities of enemy munitions and weapons may become available for friendly

use. Lignt infantrymen should have a ielree of familiarity .4iL' Soviet smail

arms, crew served weapons, and antiarmor weapons.

ii) Artiiler': Iocreasen trhininI' or IU in crews in _i6e direct fire

role is needed (to include selection/preparation of positions).
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nvi viati:::on: fhe unique aspects of low ievel flying in an urbanized

envrane~i ned t beanalyzed. Fligiit .iuulators rn-ight bc useful -iven cae

t"real world" safety restrictions on such flying.

j) iedica1: Dirficuitie-s inherent in evacuatin- casualties in urban

combat will make more sophisticated first aid skills a necessity for

individual soldiers. In this re-ard the first aid tr3ining ;'ro';ra~s ofQi .

Armyrs Ranger Battalions merit serious attention.

-'ile cte above cate ories of traininx are not ail inciusiva, tlicy

provide a startpoint for enhancing proficiency in vNOUT operations. Of furtner

significance is the fact taat the -ajority oLi tlie ar. is noted will contribute

to most other Light Division employment missions.

OrLganization/Functional Areas

Turning to an examination of the Light Division' s actual force structure,

one enicounters tine area of greatest criticis~i: tiiat tie uait is "too light"

to function in mid-to-high intensity combat. ~IIIt the use ol.' corps plugs to

coiaplc:.ent tho division structure is widely enivisioned, Linere is .wo gitrantee

that such Iforces will always be available in a high intensity --uropean

scenario. Conversely, organic forc2 inc.-Las:-s ,%ill iegar-, tuhe divis3ion's

rap~id deployment capabilities. Six of the more frequently criticized

iLunctiuxial ar.!as of tne Liru ,ivision will now be ::.1nito.se ni

adequacy for defensive .R)UT o-oerations.

a) -omba Service Support (CSS): As currently structured, the Light

viJLViunf is caipable of sustainin,, itself Lfu.r Iot-i:tULur.S J"It is cjp;k!JL!

of conducting limited resupply for its supporte-d units. 161 peritions in

excess uf t.i days will re.,uire corps ;upport, ija -i~i 3c11U in LLn. stir ic

iiature of a >iOUT defense will probably impose fewer strains on corps asjets

t:,an a fluid bittle. Akey corisiueration i.; t.1 it -iiiy rt:iarorci,-i ;cund-,at
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support unit : ust bring5 its own CSS. Tie liiy usa-e ra-r:s of: Class 1'.' 3n; V

supplies will make initial stockcpiling a necessity and the decentralized

nature of the combat will make a "push system" of resupply preferable. 106

r inallv d3 ersonnel must be adedt at using local equipnnent, enexiy or

civilian, and in scavenging, local supplies, especially Class NV related itemns.

.;ith regard to transportation, serious lIefLiciencics cleariy -,xi-t. I'ie Su.QpiY

and Transportation Sattalion can move almost 70U troops but with no

prot.!ction, ind tnie 2-Ai can )rovide chirty J)U i ram its As3sault .eiiCo,t-,r

C;ompanies. 1wit thie exception. of the covering force battle, however, this

lackc or trans-.;oct is .rubaily uot : t ical ceiLici-eiicv for a .it ftae

At Suez, for example, the Zgyptians maintaiined local tactical mobility (over

and throu :zl f 3g3i,]St a flOChan:izCe LSCn--e.1i forcL2.

b) Artillery: The current division artillery structure consists of

three iuj-.Mm howitzer jaLteri,,s an(i one 1i§5:.,m iYittery. As *r2vious ly

mentioned, a lack of laser designators prevents use of Copperhiead in the CF'A

aind AL-A apdroacales. n21i tlie 'Jateries ciuid ?r)va. valuai)I2 in Lt-me *-it-2t

Lire role (with corps GS artillery providing indirect fire) their relative

lac:: of mohJility and t,-e ~o~iiiyof navin ; to aboinu-on Silas vxt be

considered. 3ased on the battles of iIue, Suez, Khorramnshahr, and D'eirut, it

appears tnat indiirect fire artiilery .4i~l not '6e decisive in uruan ejllJut

can provide critical Support.

c) Cngine,2r: rhe character of a modern urban area makes lar~e

' jntities o' ie::oiitions ind i!iv-; --quij)::2enir vital aspect of a aell1

prepared A1OUT defense, and it is perhaps in this area that tlie Light Division

is most lac..in -. 'ihe or anic ) ,ie mtt:iioa iias -oily S :3i no: cu.:ouat

earth movers (ACE) and eighteen s:.iall emplaceinent excavators. ihere are no

du.nt: trucks or orwier v.ehjcl,2s a au :iIIC '/ai t DL?5i xisi'5122
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to conduct rubbling and breaching operations.1 0 7 However, it should be

pointed out that even for a heavy diviSion, corps en;ineer reiniorcenent is

required when preparing iiOUT defenses. Additionally, most manual labor is

performed by maneuver units with e:igineer technical supervision and ieavy

108
equipment support. Should corps heavy equipment be unavailable, possible

shortfall options are use of civilian equipment or creation of auditional

rubble with friendly air force ordnance. Inadequate obstacle preparation

could aiso be compensated for oy ZASCA.. and pATJ priority fran corps, at

least on main approaches. 'lines of other types will prove useful in any WY

Activity, but the ietaods to ep.;pzice amu use t i,:i -rz ill defiaed an. tiie

logistics required to use them dictate external support in most cases.

d) Air Jefense: Curr2nt capa:)iiitius conisisL uf -tia. !r ai6-il2s "nd

towed Vulcans. While these are not an optimal force for protection of

.,iaiieuverinA forces, experieacas in tne iattles of :iu- a:i-' i.)U IicaiteCL t'at

urban areas severely negate the advantages of air superiority of the attacker.

e) i6C: £he lack of an orgaimic c!ueeic'al co:nugany ...av uecssitmte corDs

support. Currently, no data appears to be available as to the extent to wdiicn

the siteltLer of an urban area .u.ay negate tne value ui .crsiste.r c::'ic;ils.

Soviet doctrine regarding offensive :IOUT operations is not definitive in this

ar.!a.

f) Intelligence: Virtually all of the foregoing arms, munitions, and

battle tec.1iLues require t'&2 nest )Ussi,)ie inl )rmatio:a afbout t.v. Lnlo.1.Y

.,is approaches to and use of urban terrain. Jnderstandin the unique features

of urian conuat reuir2s diffretc truiaing and anaiyticil tecniues Ljil ca

anticipate enemy actions. Adequate maps of urban areas are critical to

acaievinr a conplete iate2liiieice picture and .1 conce.rted 2ktrrt ii taiis area

is needed.

35

L M P- ,W ....- - ~- ~A - N A.A



Equi ment

Historically, official interest in ZIOUT weaponry has been slight and the

Arry's Comnbat in Cities R:egort azotai raat, as a rule, weaoonL hai been

developed with little regard for their effects on :naterials found in

109
cities. While there are conflicting schools of thought as to whether the

Army should develop saecialized wevons for .0L7, it is ohvious Ciat tne Li nt

Division is the unit least capable of being burdened with large amounts of

ddditional specialized wea;onry.

Turning first to the area of antiarmor weapons, it should be reznembered

that Soviet ueliaerate attac.: (.i. ) Lactics -re ".asej on infaitry heavy

.orces with tanks for support. ..hile mucli of the current Light Division force

structure debaLe h:is c_!nter ?d on t..e need zor so;:e sort oi arimored Sun zyte5..;

to defeat ane!7y tanks, case studies indicate that such a system is not a

necessity for a 3uccessiui . *Li rele!se. :.,yptian success at fuez did not

rely on tanks but rather on infantry systems capable of defeatine the

attacKer' - armor and on iima-inative iniviuual attack against the vulneraale

points of armored vehicles. Achieving such capability with infantry weapons

is, iuwever, more difficult tohay ,iven tne advent of sice:/Iaminltd ar:jor

and the even newer reactive armor. Uhile the TOW and Dragon systems are still

presu:;med adequate for iea,.-on attac, t.iLy ire jest suites o , ,,loyment on

the edges of the 'OUT >'A and on major streets, as in Suez City. In the close

quarter combat tiat is c~irac:aristic of ::ost .-:Jri operations, t:iLay are

iiandicapped by excessive iackblast (for use from buildings) and long arming

distances (sixty-five .eters). i'e IL'.ly purcmiaseu AI-4 is auperior to the

LAW, but it appears that, for the present, the individual light infantryman

will be restricted to rear, flank, and overaienl shots ill atte:!tiV'; to defeat

the latest Soviet armor; and like the LAiW, TOW, and Dragon, the AT-4 is
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difficult to employ from enclosed spaces because of backblast. 110 An ideal

li;nt infantry weapon for antita:i G iUf use :.ould be a riinii:.um sinature

weapon such as tae German Armbrust or French Jupiter, which employ the

countermass principle and can be .'ired from coafined .jaces. (.ote:

Countermass weapons operate by expelling a mass equal to the projectile to the

rear of tae weapon, producing a s: aller ilasrh, blast, and sxuo-e zignature. .'a

improvement on this principle uses two pistons driven by gases in the center

of tne wea;)on to expel bo L) ro'e t il couatzr.ass, and then s,al the

.111
weapon tube, eliminating launch signature.) Consideration should be given

to supplyi;ig suca wealon to liint units co~nr:,'itted to a ..iuCT defense,

The second and related area in which light forces are currently

i!andicauu-d is t..e iuc.: of an dLfctive Ureacairvg weaton i)reac:ain) is dcfiad

as the creation of holes to improve mobility, loopholes for weapons, or

openings to allow grenades or duno to be tnro'n into structures). ' i7u-1-i

notes that no current battalion level weapon has a one snot wall breaching

capauility: uided weapons are too expensive and inefi-cient wniile thie ,

even with multiple shots, cannot create a man sized hole.' 1 2  A multipurpose

assault weapon e::loyin2 the previously aentioiied count-mass princip'le ;ould

be ideal. Until then demolitions remain the best option.

in tie ancipersonnel cateory tiire are a nun:ber oi proven ;eaons abse:it

from the Light Division's inventory which would Drove extremely useful in a

. JUT defen!e, to include the .5,u c.ilijer aci;ine. un, c2 fianethcower, dia !,.::2

recoiless rifle (which has both HE{TX and APERS rounds). ,.hile toe Light

ivision could not if,)ri to be hurdened With' ,-xtra .eaUns iur aormal

operations, the static nature of a FlOUT defense could allow packa-es of sucii

.reapons to je pushed for,ari (periaps frOLt special iV,'Jbc stcI3). i'iIally

there is a variety of developmental weapons and munitions, soi;,e of which
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resulted from the Israeli experiences in Beirut and other .IOLT actions, whiii

could rapidly 'je produced, 'out the requirement for the,.i ilas riot .been

articulated. Examples include illumination grenades for use in buildings,

special ammunition for smiall arms, and vision eithance.:-ent device-s for use in

enclosed areas.

As stated in Section I, the intent of this study was to deter:m.ine if tile

Li-Lnt Luivisioli in its currenit c-)a~i,,uratiu)f cjuld conduct a i-urou--ea-n

defense against a Soviet force?. Although problem areas have been identifiold,

suca an .:rctiun is well witnin the ucriL's cupabiiiy. it s.iould also be rnoted

that some problems identified pertain to the entire Army force structure; 3a

it is su'"e;sted _l inh ad.rsiirisroulema rc!-;," priorit-.' ziiouid

vo to thie light forces, not only because of the high probability of their

e.~iployiment in IOJi' in id urope, b)ut also because of Ldeir )Jssibile use in

.Southwest Asia and Korea :i10171 scenarios.

in the areas analyzed, J.S. doctrine is sound but requires :a.odification,

cspecially for the, covering Lorce, ..,here tie Light bivision' s f.iit -ill e

relatively weak - a not entirely undesirable situation as this -..ill invite 5a

nasty, attac:, tne prei.2abe way Lo ei&u viet occ-s. itih r 2.!ar2- to

training, leaders must balance -M-T needs against othier missions but shiould

rerw:iver taint :ia:iy ;()'u' sili3 and ar; .:.s oLi triling support .tLer .iias

well. It is in the unit' s organization and equipment that the great-:st-

aiandicaus occur. rile unit is only seli-su'!ficient for forty-ei.;at ;lours, Li Lit

this is true wherever the Li-iit Division will be employed and thie static

nature of ::UT facilitateS cora)s sui;Jdort. A Lack 01 ell ulcer ass2ts is

perhaps the most serious organizational h'andicap and inadequate- corp~s

36



reinkiorce.jent will require lon;er )repar~ation times. ,ounv,_rse~ly, iss-ets

available in urban areas (civilian supplies and equipment) ?rovide some

assistance to tnie resourceful and ini~igiaacive cuiimander in i:::.Ple.,,n irng

k.eensive preparations. F~urthermore, the nature of thie ..iOUT battlefield

actually serves to maiiate ar;anizational saortfalls in protected tr inbojort

and air defense artillery. As enuiaerated in the discussion of equipment,

currnt rcio ~cva~.e ive s3orae c31±;-.e for alarin but stujuiies :.av'2,-;1 LL~dt

in urban combat infantry will be able to engage armor and infantry force!s frorn

prottected anid aLU'zanta._eou s p.)sitiolis. in vie,.. oZ tne on:~1 a

cormonality and sharing of equipment, consideration should be given to ma :in-;

:21iied muaitio~is oZ th'e A r~iirust type availabie, as weil )ac:aC5 af )rovo~i

vintage or special weapons.

Of all the lessons presented in the efiddle East case studies, ueriiaps the

two %:ost zalient are that superiority in air and artillery assets cinnar

assure victory for the attacker; and that resolute and prepared infantry can

defeat armored Zorces. Altnougi1 light infantry cleari~v 3r2 t,,cia.:i;~ in

any match with Soviet forces, '-OUT is probably the aaiployment scenario which

requires the ieasL corps aus.,;:entation for lignt infantry, forces.

Ini a :10UT defense more than in any ot'ier battlefield environment, tile

individual solclier is still the ultimnate arbiter. To avojia e.Ia in "uture

battles, the U.S. Army must train and equip the soldier to fi,,hit ind win oa

uruan terrain. 'fie pote!Intial for 'i~ntia;' sucih battles is rowin", at a

quantum rate, and we m~ust meet the imperative presented to us.
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Source: Petraeus. D.1{. "'Llght Infantry In Europe."
Military Review, Dec. 1984 , p. 4 1 .
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